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Affirmed in part and dismssed in part by unpublished per curiam
opi ni on.
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Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Edward L. Moses appeal s the district court’s judgnent adopting
the magi strate judge’s report and reconmendati on and granting the
Appel l ees’ notion to dism ss. Mses has abandoned appel | ate revi ew
of his claimagainst the County of Stanly because he did not raise
the issue in his informal brief. See 4th CGr. R 34(b). Thus, we
affirmas to that claim

The district court dismssed wthout prejudice Mses' claim
agai nst David Fisher. “[A] plaintiff may not appeal the di sm ssal
of his conpl aint without prejudice unless the grounds for di sm ssal
clearly indicate that no anmendnent [in the conplaint] could cure

the defects in the plaintiff's case.” Dom no Sugar Corp. v. Sugar

Wirkers Local Union 392, 10 F.3d 1064, 1067 (4th Gr. 1993) (in-

ternal quotation marks omtted). I n ascertaining whether a dis-
m ssal without prejudice is reviewable in this Court, we nust de-
term ne whet her Mbses “coul d save his action by nmerely anmendi ng his
conplaint.” 1d. at 1066-67. Because the grounds for dism ssal of
this claim show that Mses could save the action by filing an
anmended conplaint in the district court, that part of the order
di sm ssing the claim against Fisher is not appeal able. Thus, we
dismss for lack of jurisdiction the appeal from the judgnent

di sm ssing w thout prejudice Mses’' claimagainst Fisher.



We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | ega
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED | N PART, DI SM SSED | N PART




